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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
WYATT JAMES TUTTLE,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 45341
ADA COUNTY NO. CR-FE-2016-3729

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Wyatt James Tuttle pleaded guilty to one count of lewd conduct with a minor under
sixteen. The district court imposed a sentence of twenty years, with five years fixed, but retained
jurisdiction. Subsequently, the district court relinquished its jurisdiction but reduced the fixed
portion of Mr. Tuttle’s sentence to three years. Mr. Tuttle appeals from the district court’s order
relinquishing jurisdiction. He asserts the district court abused its discretion when it relinquished
its jurisdiction.
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Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
In April of 2016, Mr. Tuttle was charged by Information with two counts of lewd conduct
with a minor under sixteen, and one count of sexual abuse of a minor. (R., pp.74-75.) The lewd
conduct charges stemmed from allegations that Mr. Tuttle engaged in sexual acts with an 8-yearold girl between 2005 and 2006, and with a 5-year-old boy between 2015 and 2016.
(Presentence Report (hereinafter, PSI), pp. 4, 131, 114-17.)1 The sexual abuse charge stemmed
from allegations that Mr. Wyatt masturbated in front of the boy. (PSI, pp.114-17.)
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Mr. Tuttle agreed to plead guilty to one count of lewd
conduct, and the State agreed to dismiss the other charges and recommend a sentence of twentyfive years, with five years fixed. (Tr., p.8, L.4 – p.11, L.11.) At the sentencing hearing, the State
recommended that the district court impose that sentence.

(Tr., p.29, L.22 – p.30, L.2.)

Mr. Tuttle’s counsel requested that the district court impose an underlying sentence of twelve
years, with two years fixed, but retain jurisdiction or place Mr. Tuttle on probation so that he
could participate in treatment. (Tr., p.41, Ls.3-15.) The district court imposed a sentence of
twenty years, with five years fixed, but retained jurisdiction “for evaluative purposes.”
(Tr., p.46, L.18 – p.48, L.12.) After Mr. Tuttle successfully completed a rider program, the
district court relinquished its jurisdiction and reduced the fixed portion of Mr. Tuttle’s sentence
to three years. (R., pp.113-15; Tr., p.63, Ls.6-10.) Mr. Tuttle filed a notice of appeal timely
from the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction. (R., pp.117-18.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it relinquished its jurisdiction?
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All citations to the PSI and its attachments refer to the 370-page electronic document.
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Relinquished Its Jurisdiction
Mr. Tuttle contends that the district court abused its discretion when it relinquished
jurisdiction. An appellate court reviews a trial court’s decision to relinquish jurisdiction for
abuse of discretion. State v. Merwin, 131 Idaho 642, 648 (1998). Appellate courts conduct a
multi-tiered inquiry when an exercise of discretion is reviewed on appeal. “The sequence of the
inquiry is: (1) whether the lower court rightly perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2)
whether the court acted within the outer boundaries of such discretion and consistently with any
legal standards applicable to specific choices; and (3) whether the court reached its decision by
an exercise of reason.” State v. Hedger, 115 Idaho 598, 600 (1989) (citation omitted).
Here, the district court did not reach its decision to relinquish jurisdiction through an
exercise of reason because Mr. Tuttle did very well on his rider and deserved an opportunity to
prove himself on probation. Indeed, the district court said that “Mr. Tuttle did an excellent job
on his rider.” (Tr., p.61, Ls.23-24.) It went on to note that Mr. Tuttle had “[n]o disciplinary
actions” and said, “You don’t getter better reports than that.” (Tr., p.61, Ls.24-25.) It also said
that Mr. Tuttle “did his programming, got his GED, went through the prerelease program, all of
that good stuff, has a recommendation from the State.” (Tr., p.61, L.25 – p.62, L.3.)
The comments in the Addendum to the Presentence Investigation were also very positive.
Mr. Tuttle’s case manager stated that Mr. Tuttle not only had “outstanding attendance” but “was
pleasant to have in class as he paid attention to the material being presented.” (PSI, p.364.) The
case manager also explained that, when Mr. Tuttle “shared his examples with the group, he put
serious thought into them as they were personal and real life experiences.”

(PSI, p.364.)

In support of his recommendation for probation, the case manager explained that Mr. Tuttle had
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not been a behavioral problem, had worked hard, and had “put forth the effort asked of him in
order to complete his program to the best of his ability.” (PSI, p.365.) The manager also noted
that Mr. Tuttle had “utilized this time to work through situations that are the riskiest for him.”
(PSI, p.365.) He also pointed out that, after completing his own GED, Mr. Tuttle “then began
helping others with their GEDs.” (PSI, p.366.) Finally, in his comments to the district court
after finishing the program, Mr. Tuttle thanked the court for giving him the chance to go on the
rider and said, “I am hoping for the opportunity to show you and the community I have changed
for the better and that something like this will not happen again.” (PSI, p.367.)
However, at the rider review hearing — noting the nature of the underlying offense and
the fact that Mr. Tuttle had pending charges in Arizona — the district court stated that it did not
want to put Mr. Tuttle on probation when he would “be immediately in violation of his probation
when he heads to Arizona on the warrant.” (Tr., p.62, Ls.4-18.) Mr. Tuttle argues that this was
an abuse of discretion because he clearly did an exemplary job on his rider, and the district court
could not accurately predict the outcome of the Arizona proceedings, or the effect those
proceedings would ultimately have on his probation in Idaho. Thus, the district court should
have placed Mr. Tuttle on probation and, as Mr. Tuttle’s counsel put it when recommending
probation, “let the Arizona matters sort of sort themselves out.” (Tr., p.59, L.24 – p.60, L.2.)
Given the great progress he made on his rider, and the extremely positive comments and
recommendations from his case manager, Mr. Tuttle deserved an opportunity at probation. Thus,
the district court did not reach its decision to relinquish its jurisdiction through an exercise of
reason.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Tuttle respectfully requests that this Court vacate the district court’s order
relinquishing jurisdiction and remand the case to the district court with an instruction that he be
placed on probation. Alternatively, he requests that this Court reduce his underlying sentence as
it deems appropriate.
DATED this 13th day of March, 2018.

__________/s/_______________
REED P. ANDERSON
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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